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Mr. LOTT. With that, I yield the

floor, Mr. President.
Mr. COVERDELL addressed the

Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Georgia.
f

CURTIS BALDWIN MEMORIAL

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, on
behalf of Majority Leader DOLE and
myself, I would like to address the Sen-
ate on the death of Curtis Baldwin. I
wish to take a moment to recognize a
Senate staffer who made a meaningful
contribution both to the Senate and
his community.

Curtis Baldwin unexpectedly passed
away this week at the young age of 36.
He was born in Richland, GA, and grad-
uated from Clark College in Atlanta.

For the past 7 years, Curtis was a
Sergeant at Arms employee who was
well known among his coworkers and
the Senate staff as a goodhearted, dedi-
cated, and loyal individual. Curtis will
always be remembered as having a
positive effect on people with his joyful
disposition and contagious laugh.

In addition, he was an active and
faithful member of the Congress
Heights Methodist Church in Washing-
ton, DC, where he was a youth min-
ister, a member of the board of trust-
ees, and an assistant treasurer. Curtis
found deep fulfillment in being a mem-
ber of both the T.J. Horne Ensemble
and the church choir. He celebrated life
each day by being close to the Lord and
his family.

Curtis will always be remembered in
the hearts of those who knew him.

Mr. President, I thank you and I
yield the floor.

Mr. SIMON addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Illinois.
f

JOINT STANDARDS ON VIOLENCE

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, last week
the major leaders of the television and
movie industries in the United States
met with President Clinton, Vice Presi-
dent GORE, and in separate meetings
with several of us in Congress to ad-
dress the issues of glamorized violence
and sexual exploitation.

President Clinton and the industry
leaders are to be congratulated for
coming together, an indication that
both the leaders of Government and
the industry take this issue seriously.

Second, while I opposed the Federal
Government mandating the V-chip and
the ratings system that goes with it,
the fact that the industry has decided
to address the pressure in the tele-
communications bill for them to volun-
tarily set up a system rather than op-
pose the proposal in the courts will do
some good. It is a signal to the Amer-
ican people that the industry is willing
to show self-restraint and that good
citizenship can prevail over the profits-
at-any-cost philosophy.

My experience with this issue sug-
gests that progress can continue to be

made without Government entering
the constitutionally dangerous field of
regulating content and without the in-
dustry impairing either its profits or
its effectiveness. But because this field
that is entered is new in the United
States for the industry, there will be
some stumbling along the way. The
path of real progress is rarely easy in
any type of endeavor.

The television-movie leaders deserve
our congratulations not only for the
step just announced but for a series of
positive actions that have been taken
over the past few years. The industry
initially moved in a more conservative
direction somewhat reluctantly, but as
more and more leaders started self-ex-
amination and found pride and satis-
faction in the good they were doing,
the progress has become more measur-
able.

In 1986, when I began talking about
violence on television, I was a lonely
voice. The entertainment industry re-
sponded to my calls for a reduction in
gratuitous and glamorized violence on
television with almost universal deni-
als of any link between violence on tel-
evision and violence in our society. For
even suggesting such a link, I was loud-
ly and enthusiastically denounced by
some.

When I asked that they work to-
gether to establish joint standards on
violence, the networks told me that
antitrust laws precluded them from
doing so. When I introduced and Con-
gress passed an antitrust exemption in
1990, signed into law by President Bush,
to allow them to discuss this issue,
they spent the first year and a half of
the exemption doing nothing. Finally,
halfway through the exemption, I took
to the Senate floor to call the Nation’s
attention to this issue and the indus-
try’s inaction. Public hearings were
held in the House and the Senate.

In response to this public pressure,
the networks announced joint stand-
ards on violence in 1992. The broadcast
networks led the way on this, followed
by cable and the independents. The
standards they developed were not as
strong as I would have liked, not as
strong as the British standards, for ex-
ample, but a positive step forward.

In the summer of 1993, the networks
established a parental advisory system.
They took significant nonpublic ac-
tions to change the shape of things.
The President of one of the broadcast
networks told me that he viewed a film
they had paid $1.5 million for, and after
viewing it he decided the network
should take a loss and not show it be-
cause of its violence.

When the officials of one network
met, initially, one or two sharply criti-
cized what I was doing. Then one of the
officers asked the question, ‘‘Do you
let your children watch what we are
producing?’’ He reported that question
changed the whole tone of the meeting
and what they would produce in the fu-
ture.

Jack Valenti, head of the Motion Pic-
ture Association, and others, arranged

for me to meet with the Writers Guild
and the Directors Guild, the creative
people who help to shape what we view.
A few of them were hostile, some reluc-
tant, and others clearly welcomed a
slightly different thrust.

In August 1993, the first-ever indus-
trywide conference on the issue of gra-
tuitous television violence was held. At
that conference, I urged the industry
to select independent monitors, not
censors, to make any reports to the
public about television programming.
In early 1994, both the broadcast and
cable networks announced they would
do it and announced their selection for
independent monitors.

These monitors, the UCLA Center for
Communication Policy and
Mediascope, have now each issued their
first annual reports. Many critics dis-
missed these monitors as pawns of the
industry because the industry is paying
for their work.

These first reports clearly belie that
suspicion. They are solid, critical ex-
aminations of television programming.
They make concrete suggestions for
ways to improve. The reports exceeded
my greatest hopes.

These studies show that television vi-
olence is still a problem, but the very
existence of the reports should encour-
age everyone concerned about this
issue. The networks invested signifi-
cant sums to fund this, and they have
respected the independence of the mon-
itors’ work.

The industry has proposed a vol-
untary rating system to provide the
public with more information about
their programming. I applaud this vol-
untary effort. The question is where we
go from here.

Laudable as the most recent step by
the industry is—though I voted against
that V-chip in the version that passed
the Senate as an unwise and probably
unconstitutional intrusion of the Fed-
eral Government in the field of con-
tent—I have concerns that some in in-
dustry and Government are looking to
this as the answer to the question of
gratuitous violence. It will help con-
cerned parents. Perhaps of greater in-
fluence, it will affect advertising for
those who accept that form of suste-
nance.

I have these concerns:
First, it will take years before the V-

chip is in most American homes.
Second, the recent report on tele-

vision by Mediascope suggests that
while ratings help parents and are
helpful with young children, boys be-
tween the ages of 11 and 14 are at-
tracted by an R rating, not repelled by
it. If the study had included young peo-
ple between the ages of 15 and 19, my
instinct is that the R rating would
prove to be even more of a magnet.

Third, teenagers are mechanically
very adept. Many will find their way
around the V-chip, if by no other
means, by going to a friend’s home.

Fourth, and most important, the
homes that most need to use the V-
chip will not use it. Children in high-
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crime areas watch half again as much
television as in areas where crime is
less prevalent. Too often, the children
of those parents are desperately just
trying to get by, and if watching more
violence on television keeps the chil-
dren off the streets, it will strike many
parents as a reasonable tradeoff.

So I welcome the industry’s consider-
able effort to assist the American pub-
lic with ratings and the V-chip, but I
view it as a mixed blessing.

Let me close by issuing a challenge
to the industry and to my colleagues.
To the leaders of television, I applaud
the progress you are making. Broad-
cast entertainment TV is measurably
less violent than 5 years ago and cable
TV is slightly less violent. If this
progress continues, 10 years from now
people will look back on today’s tele-
vision as we now look back on old mov-
ies that have the heroes and heroines
smoking and drinking heavily. Moving
away from that stereotype did not hurt
the movies and television, and it
helped the American public.

I urge all industry leaders to read the
two fine monitoring reports that the
broadcast and cable industries author-
ized. I particularly call your attention
to the statistic in the more recent re-
port that 73 percent of violence in en-
tertainment television has no imme-
diate adverse consequences for the per-
petrators of the violence.

The message to children and adults
from that: Violence pays. The same re-
port notes that only 4 percent of vio-
lent programs emphasize an anti-
violence theme. It should not be dif-
ficult for television executives to tell
your writers and directors and other
creative people to shift this emphasis.
We do not need to wait for a V-chip for
that.

To my colleagues in Government, I
urge patience. As one of the harshest
critics of the industry, let us acknowl-
edge that progress has been made even
before this latest announcement and
congratulate the industry for it. It is
no accident that the top five in the
network ratings on television today
are not violent shows.

Let us applaud the progress that has
been made, and let the dust settle a lit-
tle, viewing carefully and not emotion-
ally where we are, and not pass more
legislation at this time. President Clin-
ton and Senator BOB DOLE deserve
some of the credit for the progress that
has been made, as do many other of my
colleagues of both parties in the House
and the Senate. Periodic hearings
should be held to determine what is
happening, but let us not derail a train
that is now headed in a better direc-
tion.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
THOMPSON). Without objection, it is so
ordered.
f

SMALL BUSINESS REGULATORY
ENFORCEMENT FAIRNESS ACT

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, it is with
regret, I tell my colleagues today, that
we are not able to proceed at this time
with the Small Business Regulatory
Enforcement Fairness Act, S. 942,
which was marked up by the Small
Business Committee yesterday. We had
hoped to be able to go forward on what
is a very sound, bipartisan bill that re-
sponds to the major regulatory reform
requests of the delegates to the White
House Conference on Small Business.
At this time, there is an objection on
the other side of the aisle to calling
that measure up for consideration
today.

Frankly, I am very disappointed that
we are not able to go forward, because
this is something that we in the Small
Business Committee, with the help of
others in this body who are concerned
about small business, have worked on
for a long time.

I want to pay a very special thanks
to my ranking member, Senator BUMP-
ERS, and his staff who worked with us
and the other members of the commit-
tee to get what I think is a good bill. It
was passed out of the committee on a
17 to 0 vote. It was one which I had
hoped we would be able to move quick-
ly.

We are coming up very shortly on the
1-year anniversary of the White House
Conference on Small Business. A num-
ber of small businesses do not under-
stand how slowly this place moves.
Sometimes I do not understand how
slowly this place moves.

It would seem to many that the time
has come to respond to their requests.
There are several simple requests.

One of them is to put some teeth in
the measure that is supposed to give
small businesses an opportunity to be
heard in the regulatory process. Con-
gress passed, and the President signed
about 16 years ago, a measure called
the Regulatory Flexibility Act. The ob-
jective of that act was to make sure
that Government regulations which af-
fected small business took a look at
the impact on small businesses and
choose a means of minimizing the has-
sle, the redtape, the wasted energy, the
wasted effort that a regulation might
impose on a small entity. I say small
entity because that is only small busi-
ness. It has a small profit. We have had
people from colleges and universities
who wring their hands and tell us that
the same hassles the small businesses
face affect them. I cannot tell you the
number of county and city officials in
my State who say, I wish we had the
ear of some of the regulators in Wash-
ington because they do not take into
account what some of these regulations
that might be perfectly workable for a
large corporation, or even a State gov-
ernment, do when it comes down to the
local level to a small business.

Well, for years, the White House con-
ference delegates and other small busi-
ness groups have said that if you want
to make regulatory flexibility work,
you have to put some teeth into it.
When the reg flex bill was passed ini-
tially, there was an exclusion of judi-
cial enforcement. In other words, you
could not go to court and say a Federal
regulatory agency failed to take into
account the impact on small business.
Well, we have, by a bipartisan effort, a
measure which provides judicial en-
forcement for regulatory flexibility.
The President has called for it, the Ad-
ministrator of the Small Business Ad-
ministration has called for it, leading
Members of both sides of the aisle in
this body have called for it. We would
make regulatory flexibility subject to
the judicial enforcement. Why? Be-
cause, quite frankly, right now, when
the Small Business Council for Advo-
cacy goes to a Federal agency and says,
‘‘You did not take into account how
this is really going to tie up small busi-
ness, and you are putting a tremendous
recordkeeping burden on them, putting
them through a tremendous hassle,’’
too often those agencies say, ‘‘Tough
luck.’’

So what are you going to do about it?
The answer is nothing. He cannot do
anything about it. Under this bill, he
could do something about it. Under
this bill, a small entity could do some-
thing about it. Well, that is what is
being held up today. That is what we
had hoped to bring to the floor this
afternoon, to do what the small busi-
nesses of America have asked us to do,
and that is let their voice be heard in
Washington. Let them have an oppor-
tunity to express their concerns and
their complaints to the agencies that
are driving them nuts.

I might add, parenthetically, that
even the Small Business Administra-
tion itself came out with a bunch of
regulations, some of them in its loan
programs, and others, which we think
might make it more difficult for small
businesses. It would not be a bad idea
for the Small Business Administration
to take a look at how its own regula-
tions impact small business. We can
give them some help. Well, we cannot
do it until we have S. 942, or the con-
tents of that bill, passed by both
Houses and signed by the President.

This measure also does some other
things that are very important. It says
when you write a regulation, you have
to tell, in plain English, commonsense
language, how an entity can comply
with it, what you are really getting at
in a regulation. We are saying that if
you do not do that, if a regulatory
agency wants to bring an enforcement
action against a small entity, the
small entity can look and say, here are
your guidelines; or, if you do not have
any guidelines, you can publish guide-
lines. Sometimes the simplifying
guidelines a Federal agency puts out
are very thick. For a small business
with one, two, or three employees, not
many of them have the time to read
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